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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b}. 

Status 

1)S Responsive to comnnunication(s) filed on 29 November 2005 . 
2a)M This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11. 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 5-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 5-24 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)D Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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2) □ Notice of Draflsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/IVIail Date. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. In the reply filed 29 November 2005, Claims 1-4 were cancelled and new Claims 5-12 
and 14-24 were presented. It should be noted that there is no Claim 13. Claims are addressed as 
numbered by Applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 11, 12, 20, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. There is no support in the specification for either a manual or an automatic 
spraying process. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
disclosed prior art in view of Miller (USPN 1924617) and Schindler (USPN 3852826). As to 
Claims 5-10, Applicant previously admitted the following in the preamble of a Jepson-type 
claim (See the claims as originally filed 24 September 2003): 



1 . In a process to form a polymeric glove and to form a rolled cuff on a cuff 
end of the polymeric glove, by dipping a portion of a glove form into a bath, 
which contains an uncured polymer and a solvent for the polymer, so as to form a 
polymeric layer covering the dipped portion of the glove form or covering any 
polymeric layer or layers formed previously on the dipped portion of the glove 
form, by withdrawing the glove form, along with the covering layer and along 
with any polymeric layer or layers formed previously and covered by the covering 
layer, by curing the covering layer, along with any polymeric layer or layers 
formed previously, covered by the covering layer, and remaining uncured, so as to 
form the polymeric glove, and by forming the rolled cuff on the cuff end of the 
polymeric glove, as the glove form carrying the polymeric glove is rotated about a 
longitudinal axis, via one or more longitudinally moving, rollers rotating about a 
transverse axis or via one or more longitudinally moving, brushes rotating about a 
transverse axis, an impiu i tmuil ii huulii mi uOliuuinj bmiJ ij uppllud bj jpiujiuj:,. 

Miller further teaches an adhesive band applied by spraying at the cuff end of the polymeric 
glove before the rolled cuff is formed (Page 1, lines 75-101). Miller is silent to the glove being 
rotated about a longitudinal axis. However, Schindler teaches rotating while spraying to produce 
a band (3:27-42). Schindler also teaches that the band contains the uncured polymer and solvent 
as contained by the bath. This aspect of the invention would have been prima facie obvious in 
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the combined method particularly in view of Miller's teaching that both the glove and adhesive 
are rubber (Page 1, lines 18-25 and line 79). 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the methods of Miller and Schindler into that of the AppHcant's 
disclosed prior art because doing so would have imparted an attractive edge-finish and suitable 
reinforcement to thin rubber articles (Miller Page 1 , lines 1 8-22) and a reinforced cuff portion 
having resistance against tearing and delamination during sterilization and use (Schindler 2:10- 
20). As to Claims 11 and 12, broadly providing an automatic or mechanical means to replace a 
manual activity which accomplished the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior 
art. See MPEP 2144.04(111) and In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 
1958) (Appellant argued that claims to a permanent mold casting apparatus for molding trunk 
pistons were allowable over the prior art because the claimed invention combined "old 
permanent-mold structures together with a timer and solenoid which automatically actuates the 
known pressure valve system to release the inner core after a predetermined time has elapsed." 
The court held that broadly providing an automatic or mechanical means to replace a manual 
activity which accomplished the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior art.). 

The Examiner submits that in the alternative, performing a spraying process by hand over 
an automated process would have also been prima facie obvious. Manual spraying processes are 
well known and conventional in the art. 

4. Claims 14-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
disclosed prior art in view of Miller (USPN 1924617), McGlothlin (USPN 4855169) and 
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Schindler (USPN 3852826). As to Claims 14-19, Applicant previously admitted the following 
in the preamble of a Jepson-type claim (See the claims as originally filed 24 September 2003): 

3. In a process to form a polyurethane glove and to form a rolled cuff on a 
cuff end of the polyurethane glove, by dipping a portion of a glove form into a 
bath, which contains an uncured polyurethane and a solvent for the polyurethane, 
so as to form a polyurethane layer covering the dipped portion of the glove form or 
covering any polyurethane layer or layers formed previously on the dipped portion 
of the glove form, by withdrawing the glove form, along with the covering layer 
and along with any polyurethane layer or layers formed previously and covered by 
the covering layer, by curing the covering layer, along with any polyurethane layer 
or layers formed previously, covered by the covering layer, and remaining 
uncured, so as to form the polyurethane glove, and by forming the rolled cuff on 
the cuff end of the polyurethane glove, as the glove form carrying the 
polyurethane glove is rotated about a longitudinal axis, as the glove form carrying 
the polyurethane glove is rotated about a longitudinal axis, via one or more 
longitudinally moving, rollers rotating about a transverse axis or via one or more 
longitudinally moving, brushes rotating about a transverse axis, mmmprmmmmm 

Miller further teaches an adhesive band applied by spraying at the cuff end of the 
polymeric glove before the rolled cuff is formed (Page 1, lines 75-101). Miller is silent to the 
glove being rotated about a longitudinal axis and polyurethane. However, Schindler teaches 
rotating while spraying to produce a band (3:27-42) and McGlothlin teaches the various benefits 
of polyurethane (1 :39-62). Schindler also teaches that the band contains the uncured polymer 
and solvent as contained by the bath. This aspect of the invention would have been prima facie 
obvious in the combined method particularly in view of Miller's teaching that both the glove and 
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adhesive are rubber (Page 1, lines 18-25 and line 79). It would have been prima facie obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the methods of Miller, 
McGlothlin, and Schindler into that of the Applicant's disclosed prior art because doing so 
would have imparted an attractive edge-finish and suitable reinforcement to thin rubber articles 
(Miller Page 1, lines 18-22), made the gloves easier to sterilize, more biocompatible than latex, 
have a longer shelf life, and resist pinhole formation (McGlothlin 1:39-62), and imparted a 
reinforced cuff portion having resistance against tearing and delamination during sterilization 
and use (Schindler 2:10-20). As to Claims 20 and 21, broadly providing an automatic or 
mechanical means to replace a manual activity which accomplished the same result is not 
sufficient to distinguish over the prior art. See MPEP 2144.04(111) and In re Venner, 262 F.2d 
91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958) (Appellant argued that claims to a permanent mold 
casting apparatus for molding trunk pistons were allowable over the prior art because the claimed 
invention combined "old permanent-mold structures together with a timer and solenoid which 
automatically actuates the knovm pressure valve system to release the inner core after a 
predetermined time has elapsed." The court held that broadly providing an automatic or 
mechanical means to replace a manual activity which accomplished the same result is not 
sufficient to distinguish over the prior art.). 

The Examiner submits that in the alternative, performing a spraying process by hand over 
an automated process would have also been prima facie obvious. Manual spraying processes are 
well known and conventional in the art. 
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5. Claims 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
disclosed prior art in view of Miller (USPN 1924617) and Schindler (USPN 3852826). As to 
Claims 22-24, Applicant previously admitted the following in the preamble of a Jepson-type 
claim (See the claims as originally filed 24 September 2003): 



L In a process to form a polymeric glove and to form a rolled cuff on a cuff 
end of the polymeric glove, by dipping a portion of a glove form into a bath, 
which contains an uncured polymer and a solvent for the polymer, so as to form a 
polymeric layer covering the dipped portion of the glove form or covering any 
polymeric layer or layers formed previously on the dipped portion of the glove 
form, by withdrawing the glove form, along with the covering layer and along 
with any polymeric layer or layers formed previously and covered by the covering 
layer, by curing the covering layer, along with any polymeric layer or layers 
formed previously, covered by the covering layer, and remaining uncured, so as to 
form the polymeric glove, and by forming the rolled cuff on the cuff end of the 
polymeric glove, as the glove form carrying the polymeric glove is rotated about a 
longitudinal axis, via one or more longitudinally moving, rollers rotating about a 
transverse axis or via one or more longitudinally moving, brushes rotating about a 
transverse axis, uii impiujuuiuiil nhuiuin on udhuji i u bund ij upplitU bj upiujinfe, 



And: 
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3. In a process to form a polyurethane glove and to form a rolled cuff on a 
cuff end of the polyurethane glove, by dipping a portion of a glove form into a 
bath, which contains an uncured polyurethane and a solvent for the polyurethane, 
so as to form a polyurethane layer covering the dipped portion of the glove form or 
covering any polyurethane layer or layers formed previously on the dipped portion 
of the glove form, by withdrawing the glove form, along with the covering layer 
and along with any polyurethane layer or layers formed previously and covered by 
the covering layer, by curing the covering layer, along with any polyurethane layer 
or layers formed previously, covered by the covering layer, and remaining 
uncured, so as to form the polyurethane glove, and by forming the rolled cuff on 
the cuff end of the polyurethane glove, as the glove form carrying the 
polyurethane glove is rotated about a longitudinal axis, as the glove form carrying 
the polyurethane glove is rotated about a longitudinal axis, via one or more 
longitudinally moving, rollers rotating about a transverse axis or via one or more 
longitudinally moving, brushes rotating about a transverse axMpMMqwMMKnt 

Miller further teaches an adhesive band applied by spraying at the cuff end of the polymeric 
glove before the rolled cuff is formed (Page 1, lines 75-101). Miller is silent to the glove being 
rotated about a longitudinal axis. However, Schindler teaches rotating while spraying to produce 
a band (3:27-42). Schindler also teaches that the band contains the uncured polymer and solvent 
as contained by the bath. This aspect of the invention would have been prima facie obvious in 
the combined method particularly in view of Miller's teaching that both the glove and adhesive 
are rubber (Page 1, lines 18-25 and line 79). 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the methods of Miller and Schindler into that of the Applicant's 
disclosed prior art because doing so would have imparted an attractive edge-finish and suitable 
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reinforcement to thin rubber articles (Miller Page 1, lines 18-22) and a reinforced cuff portion 
having resistance against tearing and delamination during sterilization and use (Schindler 2:10- 
20). 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 29 November 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The arguments appear to be on the grounds that the rejections are moot in view of 
the cancellation of the Jepson-type claims. However, the Examiner submits that a Jepson-type 
claim is taken as an implied admission that the subject matter of the preamble is the prior art 
work of another. While the Examiner acknowledges that this implication may be overcome (1) 
where applicant gives another credible reason for drafting the claim in Jepson format, or (2) 
when the preamble describes the Applicant's own work, the Examiner submits that these 
situations do not apply in this case because neither condition has been fulfilled. The Examiner 
further submits that the cancellation of the claim does not remove the admission from the record. 
No credible reason has been provided for drafting the claim in Jepson format, and the 
Applicant's specification does not disclose the preamble matter as that of the Applicant. See the 
specification, page 1, line 21 to page 2, line 2. In the absence of such showing, the Applicant's 
previous admission is still deemed to be admitted prior art, and provides the basis for the 
rejections set forth above. 

7. For a discussion of Jepson-type claims see MPEP 2129(111) and In re Ehrreich, 590 F.2d 
902, 909-910, 200 USPQ 504, 510 (CCPA 1979) (holding preamble not to be admitted prior art 
where applicant explained that the Jepson format was used to avoid a double patenting rejection 
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in a co-pending application and the examiner cited no art showing the subject matter of the 
preamble). Also see Reading & Bates Construction Co, v. Baker Energy Resources Corp,, 748 
F.2d 645, 650, 223 USPQ 1 168, 1 172 (Fed. Cir. 1984); EhrreicK 590 F.2d at 909-910, 200 
USPQatSlO. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Daniels whose telephone number is (571) 272-2450. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30 am - 5:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Colaianni can be reached on (571) 272-1 196. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




MJD 2/24/06 
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